mailbox:///CI/Documents%20and%2OSettings/hwbgrpOS/Applicati...

/A
Subject: Comments to Proposed SSAB TRU Waste Recommendations et U
From: Joni Arends <Jarends@nuclearactive.org>
Date: Thu, 6 Mar 2003 13:57:59 -0700
To: "Taylor, Theodore" <ttaylor@doeal.gov>, "Manzanares, Menice S." <mmanzanares@doeal.gov>,
"VENTRTEK@ZIANET.com" <VENTRTEK@ZIANET.com>, "donald.jordan@state.nm.us"
<donald.jordan@state.nm.us>, "'sbenav101 7@aol.com™ <sbenav101 7T@aol.com>,
"hmconslt@]lanl.gov" <hmconslt@lanl.gov>, "beverly@lanl.gov" <beverly@lanl.gov>,
"rwj@lanl.gov" <rwj@lanl.gov>, ""frdrx@newmexico.com'" <frdrx@newmexico.com>,
"'steve.zappe(@nmenv.state.nm.us"" <steve.zappe@nmenv.state.nm.us>, "rjfries@mindspring.com""
<rjfries@mindspring.com>, "rweeks@lanl.gov" <rweeks@lanl.gov>, "jberews@aol.com'™
<jbcrews@aol.com>, "'mcoffman@]lanl.gov" <mcoffman@]lanl.gov>, "Nunz, James"
<jnunz@doeal.gov>, "'schumannp@]lanl.gov" <schumannp@lanl.gov>, "jwhite@lanl.gov"
<Jwhite@lanl.gov>, "'teb1940@aol.com" <teb1940@aol.com>, "john _parker@nmenv.state.nm.us'"
<john_parker@nmenv.state.nm.us>, "jefft@shewmexicoan.com" Jefft@sfnewmexicoan.com>,
"syanicak@lanl.gov'" <syanicak@lanl.gov>, "james_bearzi@nmenv.state.nm.us"
<james_bearzi@nmenv.state.nm.us>, "john_young@nmenv.state.nm.us"
<john_young@nmenv.state.nm.us>
CC: "Taylor, Theodore" <ttaylor@doeal.gov>

All,
Attached are the comments of CCNS, SRIC, NWNM and CARD to the proposed SSAB TRU Waste

recommendations. We recommend that the NNM CAB vote "down" on the recommendations for the
reasons outlined in our comments.
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Recommendations to the Department of Energy on
Transuranic (TRU) Waste Management
By
Environmental Management’s Site Specific Advisory Boards

Comments by Joni Arends, Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
Don Hancock, Southwest Research and Information Center
Geoff Petrie, Nuclear Watch of New Mexico
Deborah Reade, Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping

General Comments:

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (CCNS), Southwest Research and Information
Center (SRIC), Nuclear Watch of New Mexico (NWNM), and Citizens for Alternatives
to Radioactive Dumping (CARD) strongly recommend that the Environmental
Management (EM) Site Specific Advisory Boards (SSABs) not approve these proposed
Transuranic (TRU) Waste Management recommendations. There are many substantive
problems with the recommendations as noted below.

We object to the Northern New Mexico Citizens” Advisory Board (NNMCAB)
approving the proposed TRU Waste Management recommendations. The
recommendations exceed the scope of the mission of the NNMCAB, which is limited to
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) related aspects, such as EM “facility
expansions and closings, environmental projects, and the impact of environmental
regulations” and “[a]ny aspects of DOE EM issues related to all past, present, and
future environmental activities at LANL.” NNMCAB By-Laws,

http:/ /www.nnmcab.org.

The presentations made during January 31 and February 1, 2003 EM SSAB meeting in
Carlsbad, New Mexico were limited and did not provide information from multiple
sources, thus violating the spirit of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) and
other “advisory” procedures. In fact, there were discussions over the course of several
NNMCAB Waste Management Committee (WMC) meetings regarding whether a
CCNS representative could attend the meeting as a member of the public. The
representative was told that because she was not a member of the WMC that the
NNMCAB could not pay for the trip. An alternative was offered where the CCNS
representative would be on a panel to offer another voice from New Mexico. Later, she
was told that a decision was made at Headquarters that it would not be possible for her
to present. Then the CCNS representative was told that if she joined the Waste



Management Committee that it would be possible for her to attend and that her trip
would be paid for.

DOE'’s assumptions about costs are driving these recommendations. Where is the
concern for public health, safety and welfare and protection of the environment?

The Recommendations:

The cost of characterization of transuranic (TRU) waste is too high, particularly at small
quantity sites. The cost of confirmation of TRU waste is too high, especially at large quantity
sites.

DOE has not provided adequate documentation to support the EM SSABs making these
statements. DOE has no reliable economic information about the costs of waste
characterization for WIPP. Before moving forward with the recommendations, we
strongly urge the EM SSABs to request written documentation from DOE about the
costs, specifically, (1) What are the costs? (2) Where are the costs quantified?.

DOE is promoting “accelerated cleanup,” yet DOE does not contract, budget or audit
for waste characterization costs so they can demonstrate neither waste characterization
costs nor what they are saving with different procedures.

In addition, DOE is promoting “reducing risk,” yet DOE is not quantifying present
risks. In fact, in the Risk-Based End States proposal, DOE is proposing to change the
temporaldefinition of “risk” to that risk “after remediation is complete,” thereby writing
off the present risk. Regardless, if DOE is not quantifying present risks, how will they
demonstrate that they are reducing risk?

If alternative voices were allowed an opportunity to present information at the SSAB
meeting in Carlsbad, some of the following examples and cost discrepancies would
have been conveyed:

During the January 27-28, 2003 meeting in Santa Fe (right before the SSAB meeting),
DOE admitted to the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) panel focusing on waste
characterization issues that it does not have reliable information about costs. For
example, for the 3100-meter project to ship waste from the Idaho National Engineering
and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL) to WIPP, DOE said it had the “best” waste
characterization information. Yet, at the NAS meeting, DOE gave three different cost
estimates:

Jane Powell of DOE, who is trying to develop a system for such costs, gave two sets of
“preliminary” numbers for the 3100-meter project and costs at other sites. She said the
“variable costs per container” for non-destructive assay (NDA) were $857 for 15,869




containers, which equals $13.6 million. Another study that Powell presented said that
NDA costs at INEEL were $892 per drum for 15,869 drum, which equals $14.155
million.

In a December 2, 2002 email to the Snake River Alliance from Tim Jackson of INEEL
stated that the NDA cost was $50.3 million.

Powell also reported to NAS that real-time radiography (RTR) variable costs were $989
for 11,308 containers, which equals $11.183 million. The other DOE study reported a
RTR cost of $916 per drum. Jackson’s December 2, 2002 email reported that the RTR
cost was $46.5 million.

According to Powell, annual fixed costs at INEEL for TRIPS management (which is
presumably from where INEEL allocated fixed costs to RTR and NDA and other things)
range from $1.525 million to $5,501 million. Total annual fixed costs at INEEL were
$2.277 million to $11.358 million.

For comparison, those total annual fixed costs at other sites were $3.939 million to
$6.846 million and Rocky Flats and $1.793 million to $2.922 million at Hanford.

THEREFORE, we recommend that the Department of Energy (DOE) characterize TRU waste as
required to reduce risk and minimize transportation and handling of the waste, while making the
confirmation process cost effective. [1]

The State of New Mexico Hazardous Waste Act permit requires that waste destined for
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) be characterized according to the Waste Acceptance
Plan (WAP). Cost is not one of the factors that may be taken into consideration in the
characterization process.

The receiving capacity of the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) is not always sustained.

What is the basis for this statement? Without evidence to show that this statement is
correct, this statement cannot be justified.

THEREFORE, to meet site-specific needs, we recommend that the DOE allocate and coordinate
resources complex-wide to optimize shipping to match the receiving capacity of WIPP. [2]

Any such DOE analysis must be done as part of a draft supplemental environmental
impact statement.

Some requirements affecting the TRU waste management program are overly prescriptive, are
hazardous to worker safety, do not contribute to public safety, and are also negatively impacting
schedules and costs. These requirements were developed without the experience the National
TRU Waste Management Program now possesses.



DOE has shipped about 5% of the TRU waste destined for WIPP to the site. For New
Mexicans, 5% does not represent “experience,” it represents the leading slope to
experience. There have been shipping problems, contamination found on the exterior
and interior of the TRUPACT-II, transportation violations and record keeping
problem:s.

DOE uses worker safety both ways. When DOE does not want to do something, they
claim worker safety is in jeopardy; however, when they do want to do something that
may affect worker safety, they do not mention it or discuss how workers will be
protected through the use of personal protective equipment.

New Mexicans do not believe that the requirements are overly prescriptive. In fact, in
some cases, we believe that the requirements are not prescriptive enough in order to
protect public health and the environment. The waste that is currently being
transported and disposed of is the “best” waste, meaning that it has the best acceptable
knowledge documentation. One major concern for New Mexicans is if the
requirements are reduced now, they will not be protective of human health and the
environment when the “worst,” or older waste streams with less documentation, are
proposed for shipment to WIPP. Moreover, major sites such as Hanford have made
fewer than 15 shipments to WIPP, and the majority of TRU sites have made no
shipments to WIPP, so there is no record that the requirements are overly prescriptive
for those sites. '

THEREFORE, we recommend that the DOE, in concert with stakeholders and regulators,
initiate an ongoing program to identify, correct, and revise those requirements that interfere
with the safe, prompt and cost effective management of TRU waste. [3]

New Mexico stakeholders and regulators are involved in the New Mexico Hazardous
Waste permit modification process, and have been for years. If the EM SSABs wanted
to make a recommendation that would make a difference, they should recommend that
DOE submit complete permit modifications, thereby supporting “cost effective
management of TRU waste.” On several occasions, DOE has been required to
resubmitted permit modifications because they were inadequately prepared. New
Mexico stakeholders and regulators have wasted weeks of time reviewing, participating
in DOFE's public information meetings, commenting, and responding to inadequately
prepared permit modification requests.

There are potential TRU wastes for which volumes and disposition paths are not yet identified,
including but not limited to: (a) pre-1970 TRU waste, (b) non-defense TRU waste, (c) sodium
bearing TRU waste, (d) Hanford tank TRU waste, and (¢) TRU waste without an identified
disposal path. These TRU wastes may cumulatively exceed the authorized capacity of WIPP.












